The Moral Meets the New: Alliances on the radical right by Coleman, Karen
F E A T U R E A US TR AL I A N  LEFT .REVIEW 7
THE MORAL MEETS 
THE NEW: 
Alliances on the radical right
fVRNING
i n  1 I O  A U .  M O T H E R S
V&M CHILD IS AT RISK!
ic:;:. "■ r.
... ■ ■ \ 1  *.£" ■;■■ ■ ■ '
■ ■■ - r "  '■
Karen Coleman*
U p until the last few m onths it might alm ost have seem ed that Australia was going to  remain 
free o f  any concerted m obilisation o f  
New Right forces, unlike the UK or 
USA. There, since the elections o f  
Thatcher and Reagan, the rhetoric and  
politics o f  what has variously been  
called neo-liberalism , libertarianism , 
n e o -c o n s e r v a t is m , m o n e ta r is m ,  
supply-side econom ics or just plain 
Thatcherism or R eaganom ics have 
virtually dom inated econom ic debate 
and provided the rationale for 
right wing assaults on Keynesianism , 
“big governm ent” and the welfare 
state. Sim ilarly, the backlash against 
the legacy o f  the “perm issive” ’sixties 
has thrown into prom inence the 
likes o f  Mary W hitehouse and Jerry 
Falwell and his M oral M ajority. Their 
cru sa d es a g a in s t  p o r n o g r a p h y ,  
abortion and hom osexuality have 
been the moral arm o f  the m ovem ent, 
fighting to  protect the fam ily from  the 
ravages o f  fem inism  and sexual 
liberation and to restore authority, 
discipline and decency.
R e c e n t l y ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h e  
Australian m edia have given extensive 
coverage to  a g roup  o f  business leaders 
belonging to  the H R. Nicholls Society 
who have been du b b ed  the New Right.  
Prominent am o n g  them  are A ndrew  
Hay, C ha irm an  o f  the A ustra lian  
Federation o f  Em ployers ,  Charles 
Copeman of  Peko-W allsend , Hugh 
Morgan of  W estern  M ining, a n d  ex- 
head of  Treasury ,  J o h n  S tone. The 
focus of  their a t tac k  is u n io n  pow er 
and particularly  the  a rb i t ra t io n  
system, and  the ir  a im  is the com plete  
dismantling of  the present industrial 
relations system and  a free and
deregulated  la b o u r  m arket.  A lready 
they have achieved considerable  
successes — m ost o f  the  m ajo r  un ion  
defeats suffered d u r in g  the pas t year  or 
so have been credited  to  the  efforts o f  
various H .R . Nicholls m e m b e rs1 — 
M u d g i n b e r r i ,  t h e  Q u e e n s l a n d  
pow er  dispute, the D o lla r  Sweets and  
S ey m o u r  a b a t to i r  d isputes in Victoria, 
and  the  recent sackings by P eko-
W allsend at Robe River.
U nion-busting ,  though ,  is n o t  the 
only  purpose  o f  these econom ic  
“d ry s”. In 1984, H ugh  M organ  argued 
tha t  miners have divine r igh t  to  any 
resources on  Aborig inal land and  tha t 
this , being conferred  by G od, had 
a u t o m a t i c  p r e c e d e n c e  o v e r  a n y  
A borig ina l  claims to  land. T hey  echo 
t h e i r  B r i t i s h  c o u n t e r p a r t s  in
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ad v o c a t in g  deregu la tion  of  the  private  
s e c t o r  a n d  p r i v a t i s a t i o n  o f  
g overnm ent-ow ned  enterprise such as 
Telecom , A ustra l ia  P os t ,  O T C  and  
T A A , T hese  policies, o f  course , are  
coup led  with dem an d s  for  a  reduction 
in the size o f  s ta te  bureaucracies  which 
w o u l d  e n a b l e  t a x a t i o n  t o  be 
minimised.
There are very substantial gains in terms of 
economic efficicncy to be had from the 
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a c o m p e t i t i v e  
environment, with privatisation actingasa 
supplementary weapon designed to 
engineer further competitive gains and to 
wind back the size of the bloated public
SeCt° r  Andrew Hay.1
Public  a t ten t io n  to  the New 
Right,  then ,  has  focused on this small 
bu t very  pow erful g ro u p  a n d  its 
activities and  aim s in the  econom ic  
sphere .  This is hard ly  surpris ing ,  given 
their p rom inence  in the business sector 
and  the  po ten t ia l  econom ic  and 
political clout afforded  by their  
positions. Likewise, m edia  cu rren t  
affairs  coverage over recent years has 
c e n t r e d  in c r e a s i n g ly  o n  “ h a r d ” 
econom ic  issues as if this is the “real 
s tu ff"  o f  public  debate .  It would  be 
very easy  to  as sum e then th a t  New 
Right ac tivity  in A ustra l ia  is limited to 
t h o s e  q u e s t i o n s  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  
in te rven tion  in the  m arke t  an d  free 
enterprise.
In fact, a n u m b e r  o f  g roups  and 
o rgan isa tions  have been energetically 
mobilising  for  som e years over the 
sam e m o ra l  issues which have 
preoccupied their  co u n te rp a r ts  in the  
UK a n d  USA. If trends  the re  are  
a n y th in g  to  go by, we could  an ticipate 
th a t  issues connected  with the family, 
sexuali ty  an d  law and  o rd e r  will be 
in troduced  square ly  o n to  the  public 
a genda  in the fu ture . Very likely, a 
L ibe ra l-N C P  vic tory at the  next 
federal election  w ould  see a resurgence 
o f  d e m a n d s  fo r  laws to  con tro l  things 
l i k e  a b o r t i o n ,  p o r n o g r a p h y ,  
h o m osexua l i ty  and  drugs,  and  for  the 
repeal o f  the A L P ’s Sex D iscrim in­
a t i o n  a n d  A f f i r m a t i v e  A c t i o n  
legislation.
Ju s t  as  un ion  bash ing  has been in 
the van g u a rd  o f  the  New Right 
econom ic  offensive par t ly  because it 
appeals  to  the “co m m o n se n se” beliefs 
o f  m o s t  A ustra l ians  th a t  un io n s  have
to o  m uch  p ow er3, the  so r t  o f  issues 
pursued  by the  m ora l  a u th o r i ta r ia n  
a rm  o f  the  New Right have the 
po ten tia l  to  a t tach  to  som e deep- 
seated fears and  anxieties in people. 
This is precisely the sort o f  strategy 
th a t  m o ra l  cam paigners  pursue; 
obviously, fears o f  an  A ID S  epidemic 
could  very easily be w hipped  up  and  
m an ipu la ted  by scare tactics to  justify  
repressive an t i -hom osexua l  laws; 
concern  a b o u t  c o r ru p t io n  in the  police 
and  justice system and  a b o u t  d rugs 
could  lead to  a punitive law and  o rder  
cam paign .
T h e  M o ra l  R ight a t tem p ts  to  link 
the fears which people have a b o u t  
econom ic  issues to  their  anxieties 
a b o u t  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n ,  f a m i l y  
b reakdow n  and  sexual prom iscuity . 
T h e  linch-pin in their  tw o-pronged  
a t tac k  is the  w o m en ’s m ovem ent ,  
which they have scapegoated  as the 
a rch  enem y o f  bo th  the  free enterprise  
system and  the family. They argue  th a t  
fem inism  is, o n  a fu n d am e n ta l  level, 
opposed  to  dem ocracy , f reedom  and  
liberty because it wants to  engineer  a 
society in  which men and  w om en  
w ould  be the “sa m e”. By n am ing  the 
enem y  as  feminism, a n  identifiable an d  
relatively powerless g ro u p  can  be 
show n as responsible for  the  m oral  
and  even econom ic  p roblem s besetting 
society. So, unem ploym en t,  the  size of  
the  d e f ic i t ,  m a r i ta l  b r e a k d o w n ,  
prob lem s in the educa t ion  system, 
prom iscuity , p o rn o g ra p h y  a n d  a host 
o f  o th e r  social ills can be perceived no t 
as endem ic to  the  s truc tu re  and  
function ing  o f  cap ita lism  a n d / o r  
pa tr ia rchy ,  but as ac tua lly  curab le  by a 
free en terprise  system allowed to  
o pera te  unfettered  by the  d em an d s  of  
feminists an d  the ir  allies.
A coalit ion  o f  interests  between 
w hat have been labelled “social 
a u t h o r i t a r i a n s ” 4 a n d  e c o n o m i c  
libe rtar ians has  opera ted  successfully 
in the  United States and  m uch  New 
Right ph ilosophy  a n d  politicking 
there inco rpora tes  bo th  s t ran d s  into a 
cohesive (if som ew hat con trad ic to ry )  
p la tform . Those successes inspired 
g roups  here, g roups  such as  W om en  
W ho  W ant to  be W om en  and  Festival 
o f  Light, to  sponso r  visits to  Australia  
by Phyllis Schlafly and  M ichael Levin. 
Schlafly achieved considerab le  fam e in 
the United  S ta tes  by her  cam paign
against  the Equal Rights Amendment 
to  the A m erican Constitu tion . She 
founded  a nat ional  organisa tion  callcd 
Eagle F o ru m  which successfully 
fought to  prevent ratification of the 
a m e n d m e n t  in 1982 despite its 
seemingly assu red  passage in the late 
’seventies, Schlafly cam e out to 
A ustra lia  in April 1983 to  address the 
W om en  fo r  the  Fam ily  Conference 
held a t  M acqua r ie  University and 
sponso red  by F .O .L  and  W.W.W.W, 
W h e r e a s  S c h l a f l y ’s public 
speaking engagem ents  were confined 
mainly  to  the  a lready  converted, with 
Michael Levin’s visit we saw a 
de term ined  effort to  convince both 
social a u th o r i ta r ia n s  and  economic 
liberals (loosely speaking) that the 
wellbeing o f  the econom y and 
dem ocracy  is inseparab le  from the 
m ora l  health  of  society. Levin is a 
professor  o f  ph ilosophy  a t  New York 
City College o f  som e academ ic repute, 
he is a lso  a u th o ro f  n u m erous  articles 
on  fem inism  w hich have been 
published in liber tar ian  journals.  His 
i t inerary  showed twenty-nine public 
speak ing  engagem ents .  There were 
also press, rad io  and  television 
interviews and  he was invited to 
address  a  full meeting o f  National 
P ar ty  federal M P s  at Parliament 
H ouse  ju s t  days p r io r  to  the party 
com ing  out in oppos i t ion  to  the Labor 
g o v e rn m e n t’s Sex D iscrim ination  Bill. 
His public speaking engagements 
i n c l u d e d  s t r a i g h t  a c a d e m i c  
philosophical papers ,  pape rs  delivered 
in academ ic  settings o n  feminism and 
freedom , addresses on university 
cam puses  organised by conservative 
s tuden t bodies, fund-raising  dinners 
for W om en  W h o  W an t  to  be Women, ■ 
addresses  to  t rad i t iona l  rightwing 
organ isa tions  including the  National i 
Civic C ouncil  and  the  Knights of the 
S o u th e rn  Cross, addresses  to  business 
groups  (Austra lian  C onfederation  of 
Indus try  w ho subsequently  came out 
against aff irmative ac tion  programs, 
and  M elbourne  Jaycees), addresses to 
econom ic  liberals (A ustra lians for 
C o m m o n s e n s e ,  F r e e d o m  and 
Responsibility),  and  a variety o f  social 
au th o r i ta r ia n  g roups  (Festival of 
Light, A us tra l ian  Fam ily  Association t 
and  pro-life organisations).
Basic to  b o th  Schlafly's and 
Levin's posit ion  is the proposition.
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which they claim  to  be indisputable, 
that males a n d  fem ales arc  born  
b io log ica lly ,  p sy c h o lo g ic a l ly  an d  
aptitudinally  different. F o r  Schlafiy, 
the difference is God-given; fo r  Levin 
it evolves in te rm s o f  sociobiology and  
is absolute ly  essential to  social o rder ,  
c o h e s i o n  a n d  s u r v i v a l .  T h e y  
define feminism as  the belief th a t  there  
are no differences between m en and  
women a n d  th a t  a n y  observed 
differences a re  the  results o f  artificial 
sex roles im posed by sexist educat ion ,  
social cond i t ion ing  an d  a consp iracy  
of male chauvinis t  pigs. A p ar t  from  
narrowing feminism dow n  to  a 
caricaturc and  ignoring the  diversity of  
the w o m en ’s m ovem ent ,  this definition 
of feminism serves the ir  purposes  well. 
To any “sensible" person , the n o t ion  is 
immediately and  obviously  “w ro n g "  
and flies in the face o f  com m onsense .  
Having “es tab l ished” the irre fu tab le  
and irreducible na tu re  o f  the sexes, 
both a rgue  tha t  feminist a t tem p ts  to  
achieve equality  in o r  o u t  o f  the  
workforce, to  force girls and  boys into 
what they call “un isex” behav iour  by 
non-sexist indoc tr ina tion  will result in 
appalling dam age.
Interestingly, the g roups  or  
institutions th a t  they see as th rea tened  
are not the  same. Schlafiy fought the 
Equal Rights A m en d m en t  in the s tates 
on the g ro u n d s  tha t  it would  take aw ay 
from w om en  privileges which they 
already enjoyed at law, th a t  it would  
disadvantage families an d  children, 
and do w n g ra d e  the  inst itu tion  of 
marriage. She argued  th a t  it would 
have m ade w om en  eligible fo r  the 
military draf t ,  it would have rem oved 
the supposed legal ob liga tion  on  men 
to financially su p p o r t  their  wives and
children ,  have given hom osexuals  
the rights o f  m arr iage ,  a d o p t io n  and  
s p o u s a l  b e n e f i t s ,  m a n d a t e d  t a x  
funding  for  ab o r t io n ,  an d  given 
en o rm o u s  pow er  to  the federal cou r ts  
and  bureaucrac ies  to  impose a gender-  
free society on peop le  by denying  them  
the right to  d iscrim inate  between men 
and  wom en.
In coa li t ion  w ith  the feminists 
a g a i n s t  t r a d i t i o n a l  v a lu e s  a n d  
lifestyles, acco rd ing  to  Schalfly are  
h o m o s e x u a l s  a n d  l e s b i a n s ,  th e  
“profiteers o f  p rom iscu i ty” and  the 
socialist spenders.  T he  la tte r  tw o are 
intresting, but fo r  different reasons. 
The profiteers  o f  p rom iscu ity  are the 
people  w ho  m ake  m oney o u t  o f  the  
p rom iscuous  lifestyle associated with 
f e m i n i s m  — a b o r t i o n i s t s  a n d  
contracep tive  m anufac tu re rs ,  for 
exam ple ,  and  all those w ho  profit 
th rough  p o rn o g ra p h y  on TV, cable 
television and  video cassettes and  
m a g a z i n e s  l i k e  P la yb o y  a n d  
Penthouse. By sleight o f  hand ,  
Schlafiy  th u s  includes as allies o f  
feminism som e o f  the very g roups  to  
w h o m  they are  m ost opposed .  The 
socialist spenders  a re  those people or  
g roups  w ho  have a  vested interest in 
big governm ent so th a t  they can  use 
ta x p ay e rs ’ m oney  to  carry  out their  
political p rogram s.
She claims tha t  a t tem p ts  by 
R o n a ld  R eagan  to  cut o u t  fraud  in 
governm ent,  to  be m ore  efficient and  
fulfil his m a n d a te  a re  seen by these 
people  as a t tacks  on  wom en. They talk 
a b o u t  the fem inisa tion  of  poverty , but 
the  m ain  reason  w hy w om en  are  poor ,  
she claims, is because they get divorced
—  a n d  t h a t ’s the ir  p rob lem , not th a t  o f  
the  governm en t o f t h e  taxpayers .  The
socialist spenders  are  w ork ing  for 
aff irm ative ac tion  in jo b s ,  which, on  
her  defin ition , m eans  giving a jo b  to  
the  less qualif ied  w o m an  in preference 
to  the  m o re  qualified m a n  in o rd e r  to  
achieve a  female q u o ta  in various 
levels o f  j o b  category . This  constitu tes  
a  d irect a t tac k  on the  family, she 
argues, because when a m a n  loses ou t 
on  a jo b  to  a w o m an  it is his wife and  
ch ild ren  w ho  suffer. The w o m e n ’s 
m ovem en t  has  underm ined  the self­
esteem  o f  the  h o m e m a k e r /w i fe  an d  
belittled the  role. Its message is th a t  
every w o m an  should  p u t  h er  ow n self- 
fu lfilment before every o th e r  goal. 
A nd, she says,
... that attitude to life is not compatible 
with a happy marriage and it is not 
compatible with motherhood. A woman 
has to be self-sacrificing and put her child’s 
welfare ahead of her own comfort, 
convenience and career.
But feminists,  full as  they are of  
envy, bitterness an d  hate,  refuse to  d o  
this. They w an t  to  el im inate  the  role o f  
wife a n d  h o m e m ak e r  and  force alt 
w om en  in to  the  w orkforce . This also 
serves their  purposes  as  it m eans  a 
windfall o f  taxes to  increase the 
pow er  o f  g o v e rn m e n t  over  p eo p le ’s 
lives, as m any  o ther  duties and  
activities — such as cook ing  and  
cleaning —  which w om en  trad itionally  
d o  w ould  be m ediated  by the  m arke t 
and  thus  subject to  taxes. By changing  
the  ta x  system to d isadvan tage  single 
incom e families, they  push  w om en  out 
to  w ork  an d  hence their  children  into  
f e m i n i s t - r u n ,  g o v e r n m e n t - f u n d e d  
child care centres, w here they can be 
i n d o c t r i n a t e d  w i th  p r o - f e m in i s t  
ideology at the  taxpaye rs '  expense.
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To neglect the obligation to take whatever 
action is necessary to safeguard the moral, 
social and economic integrity of the family 
is to abandon the future to a bunch of 
marital misfits who are seeking their 
identity as Ms, mistaken about morals, 
misinformed about history, motivated by 
the axiom 'm isery loves company”, and 
who want to remake our laws, revise the 
marriage contract, restructure society, 
remold our children to conform to lib 
values instead of God's values, and replace 
the image of woman as virtue and mother 
with the image of prostitute, swinger and 
lesbian.
While Schlafly m ay be a n t i ­
feminist,  she is not an t i-w om an .  She 
argues th a t  A m er ican  w o m en  are 
privileged and ,  if you are  white and  
m iddle  class, you  u n d o ub ted ly  are. 
The privileges she has fought to  retain 
are  clearly those o f  a m inority  of  
w om en  — those  with h usbands  able 
and  willing to  su p p o r t  them . Her 
w holehear ted  su p p o r t  fo r  the free 
e n t e r p r i s e  s y s t e m ,  f o r  s m a l l  
governm en t and  decreased taxes 
derives from  her class position.
O n the o th e r  hand . Levin is 
clearly misogynist. He argues tha t  
feminism th rea tens  the institu tion  of  
dem ocracy  and  the values of  liberty 
and  f reedom . M oreover,  it constitu tes  
an  ob n o x io u s  affron t to  m asculinity
and  to  the p ro p e r  deve lopm ent o f  little 
boys in to  men. He m akes  m uch  o f  
supposed  inna te  differences between 
the  sexes, all o f  which reflect 
pejora tively  on  w om en, but reserves 
his fullest en thusiasm  fo r  the  instinct 
o f  aggression on which males have a 
p rem ium . He refers to  it as th a t  
“ f a n t a s t i c  a n a r c h i c a l  d e s t r u c t i v e  
energy" and  uses it to  expla in  and  
justify  the to ta lity  o f  social s tructure ,  
the  inevitability o f  h ierarchies an d  the 
do m in a n ce  o f  men in the family and  
t h e  w o r k p l a c e .  N a t u r a l  m a l e  
aggression is so powerful,  even in little 
boys, th a t  if it is no t  p roper ly  curbed  
and  channelled  in the  family via the 
m o th e r ’s uncond it iona l  love and 
s trong  d o m in a n t  father, we w ould  
have a “ H obbesian  s ta te  o f  na tu re ,  a 
war of  all against a l l”.
If  the  family is b roken  up by the 
welfare state, as he c laim s feminists 
advocate ,  tha t  “fan tastic  destructive 
aggression” is unleashed and the 
“ r e s u l t  is e i g h t e e n  y e a r  o ld  
so c io p a th s” . So, the preserva tion  of 
the t rad i t iona l  p a tr ia rcha l  family is the 
only th ing s tanding  between us and  
social chaos and  anarchy . It exists to  
socialise little boys. (Little girls d o n ’t 
s e e m  t o  n e e d  s o c i a l i s i n g  — 
presum ably ,  they are closer to  nature .)
P roperly  channelled ,  male aggression 
is t r a n s f o r m e d  i n to  th e  basic 
ingredient o f  the free enterprise  system
—  the  com peti tive spirit. The only 
f o r m  o f  s o c i a l  o r g a n i s a t i o n  
com patib le  with male n a tu re  is pure 
c a p i t a l i s m  w h i c h  w i l l  a r i s e  
spo n ta n eo u s ly  from  th a t  nature if 
feminists d o n ’t interfere with the 
na tu ra l  o rd e r  o f  m a le / fem ale  relations 
in the family.
So, w hat 's  this got to  do with 
f reedom , liberty and  dem ocracy?
H aving “es tab l ished” w hat is 
■’g iven” in nature ,  Levin can  argue that 
feminist efforts to  c reate  w hat they 
c o n s i d e r  as  a m o r e  e q u i tab le  
d is t r ibu t ion  o f  pow er  must be 
fundam en ta l lay  coercive, because only 
by coercion  can  m en be artificially 
prevented  from  natu ra lly  rising to 
positions of  power. In libertarian 
ph ilosophy , coercion  is an  illegitimate 
incursion on liberty and  only the bare 
m in im u m  is just ifiable  —  to  prevent 
the thw arting  o f  o th e r  people's 
freedom . F o r  exam ple ,  police can 
j u s t i f i a b l y  s t o p  c r im in a l s  from 
coercing o thers,  while the s ta te  can use 
the military for  the defence of a 
nation 's  freedom.
In  L e v i n ’s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
feminists have been most successful in 
using sta te  coercion  in tw o areas — 
educa t ion  and  em ploym ent.  In this, h« 
ca ters  to  the two s trands  o f  the New 
Right: the social au th o r i ta r ia n s  who 
fear w hat is being d o n e  to  their 
ch ild ren  by non-sexist indoctrination 
and  the thw arting  of  the ’‘natural" 
d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  f e m i n in i ty  and 
masculinity; and to  the  economic 
liberals w h o  fear tha t em ployers  will1 
be forced to  hire inferior women in 
preference to  men. W hat infuriates 
him m ost is tha t feminists have won 
g o v e r n m e n t a l  s u p p o r t  f o r  the 
im plem enta tion  o f  their  programs. 
A nti-d iscrim inat ion  legislation and 
affirm ative ac tion  p rog ram s constitute 
governm en t  in te rven tion  in the free 
en terprise  system and all such I 
in te rvention  is against liberty and 
freedom .
Indeed, those  w ho endorse  anti-1 
d isc rim ina tion  legislation, endorse f 
slavery.
When you've got a situation where the I 
powers of the state can be used to male I
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people, resources and their money at the 
disposition of others against their will, 
th a t 's  s lavery .  T h a t ’s w h a t  a n t i ­
discrimination laws are.
By na tu re ,  w om en  would  p refer to  stay 
at hom e and look afte r  their  children ,  
he says. They are  n o t  biologically 
equipped to  com pete  in the open 
m arketplace, and  so they will have to  
be forced to  work a n d  forced into 
positions o f  p o w er  —  an d  this deprives 
men o f  jo b s  th a t  shou ld  be rightfully 
and na tu ra lly  theirs. Because o f  the 
high taxes needed fo r  the  excesses o f  
the welfare sta te , a  male b rea d w in n e r’s 
income is no  longer sufficient to  
support his family, so  w om en  w ho 
prefer to  stay a t  hom e are  pushed  out 
to work. I f  the  governm en t  chopped  
the welfare s ta te  and  hence the need 
for high taxes, accord ing  to  Levin, it 
could reduce the  deficit and  inflation 
would go d o w n  so th a t  a single 
breadwinner could  su p p o r t  a  family, 
women would  get o u t  o f  the  w orkforce  
and there w ou ld  be no  unem ploym en t.  
Unfettered by regula tion ,  the  in te rnal 
dynamics o f  free en terprise  would 
ensure tha t  all people w ho  w an ted  jobs  
had them , an d  had  the  j o b  fo r  which 
they were m ost  suited. All this gross 
interference in the free m arke t  is a n t i ­
democratic as it is carried out by  the  
unelected bureaucracy  and  via the 
courts who impose hiring qu o ta s  on  
employers to  achieve equa li ty  o f  
outcome regardless of  qualif ications. 
This, accord ing  to  Levin, will result in 
permanent d isc rim ina tion  aga inst men 
since 50 /50  equality  will never be 
achieved because those  w om en  w ho 
can m anage to  d o  so will rem ain  at 
home.
Every time you pass over a man to favour a 
woman you are actually penalising not 
only the man but also the wife and family. 
You make it that much harder for a 
working man to make ends meet, that 
much harder to raise a family on a single 
income. And of course it makes it that 
much harder for the father to earn the 
respect of the family that he needs to 
function and which makes family life 
enjoyable.
For Levin, as fo r  o the rs  on  the 
New Right who celebrate cap ita l ism  as 
the perfect system o f  econom ic 
organisation because it evolves from  
hum an nature ,6 com pletely  free
m arke ts  w ould  achieve a  social 
ecological balance  ju s t  as n a tu re  does. 
The driving m o to r  o f  the  system is the 
en trepreneuria l  spirit derived from  
m a s c u l in e  a g g r e s s io n .  T a x a t i o n ,  
regulation  a n d  fem inist charges of  
male oppression  have d am p en e d  and  
stifled the  free a n d  econom ically  
p r o d u c t i v e  e x p r e s s i o n  o f  t h e  
masculine ethos,  thus  leading to  
s tagnat ion  of  econom ic  security.
They fought the Equal 
Rights Amendment in the 
States on the grounds that 
it would take away from 
women privileges which 
they already enjoyed at 
law._______________
H ow  can fem inism  be com batted?  
It can  only  be crushed  if m en cease 
being em barrassed  by feminists and 
s tand  up  to  them. He says:
Even feminists ... deep down inside each 
feminist if there is a shred of femininity left, 
will respond to some sort of masculine 
dominance ... Men are going to have to 
start taking feminism seriously. And 1 just 
have a vision t h a t ... suddenly a bunch of 
big. commanding, virile, masculine, 
dominant males are going to get up and say 
“Whoa! Now let’s start talking sense” and 
then the whole feminist superstructure is 
going to come apart. At least that's my 
dream.
I d o n ’t th in k  it’s necessary to  
po in t  o u t  the  flaws in Schlafly ’s or 
Levin’s claims — they are  ab u n d a n t ly  
clear. W ha t  I do  w an t  to  em phasise  is 
the  concer ted  effort  to  m a rry  the 
concerns  o f  the  tw o  arm s  o f  the  New 
Righ t and  I th ink  this is clear from  
their  a rgum en ts ,  an d  the o rgan isa t­
ional linkages they are forging. This 
alliance has proved  successful in the 
United S ta tes ,  b u t  in Australia  neither 
g roup  can  m uster  the su p p o r t  they 
need to  effect change —  despite  som e 
successes. I th ink  th a t  the social 
au th o r i ta r ia n s  a re  acute ly  aw are  o f  the 
need to  widen their  appea l  and  have 
looked to  the  A m erican  exam ple .  As it 
now s tands,  the ir  cons ti tuency  seems 
limited m ain ly  to  those people w ho 
pursue  a fundam en ta l is t  fo rm  o f  
Christianity, and  -this is m uch  less
p red o m in an t  here th a n  in the  States. 
Indeed ,  in the  A u stra l ian  co n tex t ,  this 
itself m ay  be a limiting factor.
Nevertheless, I th in k  th a t  they 
have the po ten tia l to  appeal  to  a far 
wider g roup  o f  people, especially if 
they  do suceed in publicly linking 
m ora l  issues with econom ic  ones. The 
family is the central focus o f  concern  
to  bo th  Schlafiy a n d  Levin and ,  
indeed, it is to  social a u th o r i ta r ia n s  
generally. It is the  social inst itu tion  
which mediates between the public  
s p h e r e  o f  l i f e  ( t h e  e c o n o m y ,  
p roduc t ion  an d  co nsum ption )  and  the 
pr ivate  sphere of  persona l relations, 
em o tiona li ty  a n d  ch i ldbearing  and  
rearing. T he ir  view of the  family is a 
“co m m o n -sen se” version of  tha t held 
b y  t h e  A m e r i c a n  s t r u c t u r a l  
functionalis t  school o f  sociology. F o r  
the  latter,  the inst itu tion  of the family 
has  tw o  functions indispensable to  
general social o rder .  Firstly, it 
socialises ch ild ren  so th a t  they develop 
in to  “a u to n o m o u s ” individuals w ho 
can  ap p ro p r ia te ly  p e r fo rm  their adu l t  
social roles. Second, it p rovides an  
em otiona l  haven from  the public 
world where its m em bers  (particular ly  
men) can w ithd raw  to  be rejuvenated 
so th a t  they are  bet ter  ab le  to  re turn  
and  p er fo rm  the ir  public  roles in the  
econom ic  sphere.
F o r  all this to  o p era te  sm oo th ly  it 
is necessary th a t  men and  wom en 
c o n fo rm  to  their  ap p ro p r ia te  sex roles. 
Such con fo rm ity  ensures h a rm ony  
and  balance bo th  in the w ider social 
system and in the  family itself. W ith 
such a view of  the  family and  its 
functional  relation to  society, it is not 
surpris ing  tha t  social a u th o r i ta r ia n s  
see fem inism  as  cons ti tu t ing  a 
m alignan t th rea t  to  social an d  familial 
o rganisa tion .  A  pervasive them e in 
m uch  o f  the ir  anti-fem inist rhetor ic  is 
t h e  c l a im  t h a t  f e m i n i s t  s o c ia l  
engineering  will spell the  dow nfa ll  o f  
western civilisation as we know  it. 
They po in t  m eaningfu lly  to  the  
R o m a n  Empire, ind icating  th a t  the 
causes o f  its dem ise can  be found  in the 
sexual deprav ity  consequen t to  a 
b reakdow n  in "p ro p e r” rela tions 
between the sexes.
W ha t  should  no t be over looked  in 
try ing  to  unders tand  the m otiva tions  
o f  the  m o ra l  r ight is the s treng th  of  
em o tiona l  a t tac h m e n t  to  the  family
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and  “ family values”. A fter  all, most 
people  are  reared  in families an d  it is 
the locus o f  a ferm ent o f  passions and  
desires. F am ily  re la tions con ju re  u p  in 
m ost  people deep  em o tions  of  love and  
hate ,  security  and  anxiety .  F o r  w om en 
w ho  have experienced fulfilment as 
m others ,  and  love and  the security of 
dependency  as wife, fo r  men w ho have 
t h e i r  m a s c u l i n i t y  c o n f i r m e d  as  
p rov iders  an d  patr ia rchs ,  feminism 
does cons ti tu te  an  ignom inious and  
devas ta t ing  challenge to  a way o f  life 
t h a t  t h e y  f in d  r e w a r d i n g  a n d  
affirming. F o r  the  m ora l  right, this  is 
w hat the  family represents to  them  and  
w ha t  it should  represent to  all people. 
A stable and  sex-role d ivided family 
unit they see as ensuring  happiness  for 
its m em bers  and co n tr ibu t ing  to 
general social stability.
Family relations conjure 
up in most people deep 
emotions of love and hate, 
security and anxiety.
F ro m  observ ing  at som e length 
those  g roups  to  w hich Schlafley and 
Levin spoke, I gained the very s trong  
im pression tha t  fear is one o f  the 
p r im ary  fac tors  which m otivates  them  
and  m akes  them  believe w hat these 
people tell them . E conom ic  recession 
and  unem p lo y m e n t  m ake  them  fearful 
o f  im pend ing  social chaos  an d  disaster 
which has  replaced the  com fortab le  
security  o f  the long boom . They are  
concerned  a b o u t  failings in the 
educa t ion  system, ab o u t  the lack of 
discipline in you th ,  a b o u t  p rom iscu ity  
and  im m orality .  They w ant a re tu rn  to 
a social o rd e r  which is stable, to  a 
hierarchical o rder  in which everyone 
know s the ir  role, s ta tus and  position, 
where social con tro l  is em bedded  in 
the in te rnal o rgan isa tion  of  the system 
in a  rigid m orality  which exc ludes the  
possibility o f  behav iour  and  values 
changing.
W hat they see as the trad i t iona l  
family is, o f  course , the fu n d am e n ta l  
un i t  o f  such  a social system. 
C onsequen t ly ,  feminist crit iques o f  the 
family an d  feminist efforts  to  change  it 
are  par t icu la r ly  feared and  resented. 
The no t ion  o f  a unisex society appals  
them  —  they  see the division between
the  sexes as  fu n d am e n ta l  to  social 
o rder: rigid sex roles, a fixed division 
o f  la b o u r ,  a sexual h ierarchy  seem 
na tu ra l  o r  G od  given. A ny ques tion ing  
o f  these essential “givens" is therefore  
a la rm in g  and  frightening. Simplistic 
ex p lan a t io n s  like those  offered by 
Schlafly  an d  Levin hold considerable  
appeal:
•F irs t ly ,  they reassure them  of  the 
“n a tu ra l” o rd e r  o f  things an d ,  by 
offering them  answers to  w hat they are 
experienc ing  as social d isorder ,  restore 
a  sense o f  certain ty  an d  “k n o w in g ” 
which, despite the successes of  
feminism gives them som e sense o f  
security.
• S e c o n d ,  t h e y  s c a p e g o a t  a n  
identifiable g ro u p  as the  sou rce  o f  
m any  o f  their  anxieties.
• A n d  th ird ,  by do ing  this, a t ten t io n  is 
to ta lly  deflected from the s truc tu ra l  
and  systemic natu re  o f  the rap id  and  
anx ie ty -p rovok ing  social changes 
con fro n t in g  us.
The sorts  o f  things th a t  d is tu rb  
th e m  m ost p ro found ly ,  and for  which 
they b lam e feminism, arise from  a 
pa tr ia rcha l capitalist system which 
relentlessly pursues the c reation  of  
new m arke ts  by tapp ing  into desires 
and  tran sfo rm in g  them  in to  dem ands.  
So we are witnessing the em ergence of 
a multi-billion do lla r  industry  which 
trades  o n  the com m odif ica tion  o f  
sexuali ty  — o f  which p o rn o g ra p h y  is 
the m ost graphic , but not the only 
exam ple .
The mass media, particularly  
television, in bo th  p ro g ra m m in g  and 
advertising , has becom e a pr im ary  
agent o f  socialisation, interjecting 
itself between paren ts  and  children. 
Schlafly. for  exam ple ,  ab h o r s  violence 
and  sex on  TV, an d  enjoins  people to 
switch off  o r  to  com pla in  to  the 
advertisers.  W hat neither she nor the 
right generally  can coun tenance  or 
da re  g rapp le  with, is the fact tha t  mass 
m arke t ing  and  mass adver tis ing  o f  the 
kind they despise, is an  in tegral par t  o f  
the  free en terprise  c o m p o n en t  o f  
cap ita lism  which they so w h o leh e ar t­
edly endorse ,  and  are  so eager  to  save 
f rom  governm en ta l  interference. This 
so r t  o f  s truc tu ra l  blindness perm eates  
m uch  of  the New Right thinking.
In sim ilar  vein, they ca n n o t  
co m p re h en d  th a t  the technological 
and  s truc tu ra l  changes required  by
capita lism  stem from  its own internal 
dynam ic.  T o  m ain ta in  growth when 
m arke t  expans ion  is no longer a 
sufficient m eans to  ensure the 
con tinued  ac cu m u la t io n  o f  capital, 
t e c h n o l o g y  r e p la c e s  l a b o u r  to 
m a in ta in  profitabil i ty  by cutting costs. 
In the w ords o f  the Myer Committee, 
"a  s i tua tion  o f  jobless g ro w th ”. Again, 
i t ’s the system which they support, 
r a th e r  th a n  feminism or  any other 
scapegoat,  e.g. Asian immigrants or 
leftwing un ions  —  which produces the 
consequences.
The conditions which have 
p rovoked  the fo rm a tion  o f  many of 
these g roups  w o n ’t go away and will 
m ore  likely de terio rate .  Therefore, the 
potentia l for  s u p p o r t  for  the sorts of 
ideas which they espouse could well 
grow. Their  focus on  issues connected 
with the family a n d  sexuality  can tap 
deep  em o tiona l  responses in many 
people. In the past,  g roups  like F.O.L. 
and  W .W .W .W . have tended to be 
dismissed by the  left as mere fascists or 
lunatics and hence beyond serious 
polit ical considerat ion .  The success of 
social au th o r i ta r ia n s  in the United 
S ta tes  o f  Am erica and  the  United 
K ingdom  indicates tha t such an 
a t t i tu d e  may be short-sighted  and even 
dangerous .
*An earlier version o f  parts o f  I his article 
appeared in the WEL Newsletter, WEL 
Informed, No. I3S. September 1984. under 
a pseudonym.
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